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Abstract 
The market for outsourcing of IT services constantly grows with one of the major outsourced services being 
software development, often to emerging economies. Even though the benefits of outsourced software de-
velopment can be an important incentive there still exist great risks especially for smaller businesses that 
generally do not obtain the necessary experiences to manage or even find an adequate provider. Thus, the 
objective of our study is to compile a holistic framework that covers all relevant aspects in the evaluation of 
a software provider in the context of outsourcing of software development. In order to reuse already proven 
evaluation concepts the paper identifies nine useful models for evaluating performance or service quality. 
Based on those, a dedicated model is developed which takes further practical factors in consideration. 
Through a survey with outsourcing experts the relative importance of the included dimensions and factors 
were determined.  
Keywords: 
Outsourcing, provider performance, Rating System, SMEs 
Introduction 
During the past 25 years, outsourcing of IT services, including software development, has become a com-
mon practice for many firms (Fitoussi and Gurbaxani 2012). Still, numerous companies, and particularly 
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) perceive themselves not to be in a position to obtain the ben-
efits of a proper outsourcing strategy because in most cases the negotiation power is limited due to firm and 
project size, little outsourcing experience, and other related factors (Bitkom 2004).  
Nowadays, it is challenging to select the right service provider for a specific task to be outsourced to since 
the market has become so huge and globalized, involving many emerging economies. Considering India 
alone, hundreds of service providers of any size and maturity stage specialized on software development do 
exist. Particularly, outsourcing of software development can be very complex and challenging due to little 
experiences with these activities on the client side and the ambiguities and difficulties in specifying require-
ments and managing software projects (Osadchyy and Webber 2015). Because of these challenges and dif-
ficulties it is critical to select the right service provider who is in the best situation to execute the develop-
ment in requested quality. Even though there exist several concepts to evaluate IT service quality or pro-
vider performance, we found no concept that potentially covers all facets of a rating system that might be 
necessary for client firms in general and SMEs in particular to evaluate potential providers. To support 
SMEs on the “buyer side” which typically reside in developed countries, within the provider selection pro-
cess this work aims to develop a model that allows the evaluation of outsourced software development 
(called “outsourcing quality” in the following) which in turn can serve as reference for new customers, sim-
ilar to product or service ratings at Ebay, Amazon, or elance.com. Since there is already a bunch of different 
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evaluation models in the literature, this work starts with an identification and comparison of suitable con-
cepts from related research streams. Our resulting model for evaluating and rating outsourced software 
development along different dimensions extends the existing literature by consolidating previously devel-
oped models and thus represents a more holistic and unified view on rating systems. In order to validate 
this model and to decide upon the importance of the different evaluation dimensions we collected data from 
outsourcing experts in client firms which help to calibrate the evaluation model and reflect the importance 
of the different dimensions by determining individual evaluation weights. Finally, we discuss our findings, 
its limitations, and ideas for further research. 
 
Evaluation Approaches in the Literature 
The following literature review gives an overview of models that serve the purpose of evaluating perfor-
mance or service quality and thus are potentially useful for the objectives of our work. Nine different con-
cepts have been identified and were analyzed in detail (see Table 1). Due to the widely common usage of 
some models such as SERVQUAL or the IS Success Model, even in recent research studies (e.g. Petter et al. 
2013; Xu et al. 2013), it is assumed that these concepts, although being older, are still highly relevant and 
valid. Therefore this literature search concentrates on the identification of established models and new ones 
as far as considered to be of relevance.  
In this context, we use the term ‘rating system’ for a system which evaluates the quality of an earlier defined 
object. In all identified concepts, the evaluation object is either a service or an IT system. 
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Name Primary 
Source 
Object of 
Evaluation 
Dimensions 
SERVQUAL (Parasuraman 
et al. 1985; 
1988) 
B2C services Tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, 
empathy 
IS 
SERVQUAL,  
IT 
SERVQUAL 
(Kettinger 
and Lee 1994; 
Brenner et al. 
2004) 
IT services Tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, 
empathy 
INDSERV (Gounaris 
2005) 
B2B services Potential quality, hard quality, soft quality, output 
quality 
User Satisfac-
tion & Tech-
nology Ac-
ceptance 
Model (USTA) 
(Wixom and 
Todd 2005) 
IT system Information quality (completeness, accuracy, for-
mat and currency), system quality (reliability, flexi-
bility, integration, accessibility, timeliness) 
3Q Model (Xu et al. 2013) Electronic ser-
vices 
Information quality (completeness, accuracy, for-
mat, currency), system quality (reliability, flexibil-
ity, accessibility, timeliness), service quality (tangi-
bles, responsiveness, empathy, service reliability, 
assurance) 
IS Success 
Model 
(DeLone and 
McLean 1992) 
IT system System quality, information quality, use, user satis-
faction, individual impact, organizational impact 
Drivers of 
Customer Sat-
isfaction 
(Kreke et al. 
1995) 
Software prod-
ucts and related 
support services 
Reliability, capability, usability, installability, main-
tainability, performance, documentation 
UIS (Whitten 
2004/2005) 
Outsourcing ser-
vices 
Relationship, attitude, communication, processing 
of change requests, time required for new develop-
ment, reliability, relevance, accuracy, precision, 
completeness, degree of training, understanding of 
system, feelings of participation 
B2B Service 
Quality (IMP) 
(Woo and En-
new 2005) 
B2B services Product/service exchange, financial exchange, in-
formation exchange, social exchange, cooperation, 
adaptation 
Table 1. Overview of models being analyzed 
The first concept, which can be seen as a central foundation for a majority of published studies, is 
SERVQUAL and was initially developed by Parasuraman et al. (1985). Only three years later, Parasuraman 
et al. (1988) published an enhanced model in order to increase its robustness. The concept includes five 
different dimensions (Tangibles, Reliability, Responsiveness, Assurance and Empathy) which are measured 
through a survey of 22 items. Overall, the model compares the consumer’s expectations of the level of ser-
vice quality with the perception of the actually received service quality. Whereas the perceived quality does 
not seem to be influenced by external factors, Parasuraman and his colleagues stated that the expected 
quality is mainly based on past experiences, personal needs and is being influenced by words of mouth. All 
in all, SERVQUAL evaluates the subjective perception of quality and does not consider any objective factors 
(Llose et al. 1998). This limitation along with the missing consideration of IT related aspects and the con-
centration on Business to Consumer (B2C) Services can be seen as the main limitations for the applicability 
for our study.  
In 1994, Kettinger and Lee introduced the SERVQUAL measurement to the information systems context 
(IS SERVQUAL). They kept all dimensions of the original instrument, but refocused the measures to the 
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user satisfaction with a specific IS service. Ten years later, Brenner at al. (2004) continued with the concept 
and further adapted it to the measurement of complex IT services (and called IT SERVQUAL). In contrast 
to Kettinger and Lee’s model, their modification does not evaluate the performance of overall IT units but 
does more specifically focus on single IT services. Again, the only structural difference to the original model 
were the measures being adapted and reduced, while the dimensions themselves were taken over (tangibles, 
reliability, responsiveness, assurance and empathy).  
Another concept which is very similar to SERVQUAL is INDSERV and has been developed by Gounaris 
(2005). Since the transferability of quality dimensions and items from the B2C to the B2B area are limited 
(Durvasula et al. 1999), Gounaris considered only factors which are related to the latter one. INDSERV 
consists of four different dimensions (potential quality, hard quality, soft quality and output quality) which 
have been identified from industrial customers as the evaluation base for perceived service quality. Com-
pared to the other models the main advantage of INDSERV is its specialization on B2B services. 
An alternative concept was developed and first published in 1992. Influenced by the work of Mason (1978) 
and Shannon and Weaver (1949), DeLone and McLean (1992) identified six factors which determine the 
success of an IT system (system quality, information quality, use, user satisfaction, individual impact and 
organizational impact). To respond to criticisms to further improve the model and to respect the rising 
interest in e-commerce (e.g. Pitt et al. 1995), DeLone and McLean (2003) developed a new version ten years 
later and named it IS Success Model. As in the 3Q Model, the idea of SERVQUAL was embedded in order 
to include service related aspects. At the same time e-commerce related factors, such as download time or 
internet security, were introduced to the model. Because of the different development and verification steps, 
the IS success model has become one of the essential cornerstones within IS research. In contrast to the 
previous concepts, the User Satisfaction and Technology Acceptance model (USTA) is not directly linked to 
SERVQUAL. It was developed by Wixom and Todd (2005) and enables the evaluation of IT systems. USTA 
differentiates between the two dimensions system quality and information quality, which are measured 
through five respectively four sub-dimensions (Completeness, Accuracy, Format, Currency as well as Reli-
ability, Flexibility, Integration, Accessibility and Timeliness). In contrast to other models, it also considers 
core determinants from technology acceptance theory, i.e., usefulness and ease of use. The model demon-
strates that information and system satisfaction both influence the overall acceptance of an information 
technology. Thereby, the USTA merges two different research streams, user satisfaction and technology 
acceptance, and thus allows to consider the relationship between information quality and system quality.  
Eight years later, Xu et al. (2013) expanded the USTA model towards service aspects by adapting it to e-
services. For this reason they took SERVQUAL with all of its dimensions, added it to the USTA model, and 
thus created the 3Q Model. The only difference to the original USTA model is the elimination of the factor 
Integration which is not necessary because of the service instead of system context. Afterwards Xu et al. 
added the missing factors to connect service quality with the dependent variables of the model (i.e., service 
satisfaction leading to enjoyment and finally determining the individual attitude). In summary Xu et al. 
merged two different concepts with all their advantages and proven dependencies to generate a completely 
new model.  
During the same period, Kreke et al. (1995) published a similar approach. Their article contained the iden-
tification of seven different factors (reliability, capability, usability, installability, maintainability, perfor-
mance and documentation) of customer satisfaction for software products. Since the importance of each 
driver depends on the particular application domain it was very difficult to produce a generally valid model. 
But, Kreke et al. found out that in most domains three of these drivers were dominating the others (capa-
bility, usability and system performance).  
Another relevant concept is the User Information Satisfaction (UIS) model. The concept can be tracked 
back to two publications from Bailey and Pearson (1983) and from Ives et al. (1983). Over 20 years later, 
Whitten (2004/2005) developed his version of the UIS concept and adapted it towards the rising trend of 
Outsourcing. He developed thirteen indicators which can be classified into four different dimensions (ven-
dor staff, vendor services, information product and knowledge or involvement). This concept represents 
one of the very few models which explicitly include outsourcing related aspects. Unfortunately the concept 
misses indicators which enable an evaluation of software products. 
The last concept identified within our literature review was developed in 2005 by Woo and Ennew and 
concentrates on the evaluation of B2B services (Woo and Ennew 2005). Within this concept service quality 
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is characterized by six different dimensions (product/service exchange, financial exchange, information ex-
change, social exchange, cooperation and adaptation). Woo and Ennew stated that the perceived service 
quality is influencing the satisfaction of the customer and their behavioral intention to use the service. Fur-
thermore they identified two dimensions with continuously increasing importance (namely social exchange 
and cooperation). Based on the assumption that the homogeneity within the offered services increases over 
time, the authors stated that sustainable competitive advantages can only be reached through extra services 
and not through the original service itself.  
Rating Model for Outsourced Software Development 
Based on the discussion of the applied models in previous research, this section presents our proposed 
rating model for evaluating outsourcing service quality. The discussions in the previous section will serve 
as a foundation for deriving a set of dimensions that covers crucial aspects which have to be considered in 
the evaluation of outsourced software development. As shown in Figure 1, the model consists of three dif-
ferent dimensions: Software Quality, Service Quality and Company Quality, which can be further described 
by several sub-dimensions. 
 
Figure 1. Proposed Rating Model 
The following Table 2 indicates which dimensions and underlying factors are stemming from which of the 
previously introduced models. The selection of software and service quality is based on the research of Xu 
et al. (2013), Wixom and Todd (2005), Kettinger and Lee (1994) and Brenner et al. (2004), respectively. 
Together, these concepts allow the evaluation of the software developed by an outsourcing provider and the 
related service. In contrast to the concepts of Wixom and Todd (2005) and Xu et al. (2013), the Information 
Quality dimension is not considered and replaced by Company Quality, which was found necessary in order 
to adapt the model towards a holistic evaluation of outsourced software development. The main reason why 
information quality is excluded is that this dimension is highly dependent on other IT systems employed by 
the client and on the performed effort of the client’s employees. Therefore it is not directly linked to the 
performance of the service provider. 
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Table 2. Influenced dimensions 
The dimension Software Quality related to the concepts of Wixom and Todd (2005) and Xu et al. (2013). 
Software Quality includes three factors (Reliability, Flexibility and Accessibility) and evaluates the quality 
of the software resulting from the development project. Reliability refers to the amount of bugs within the 
software and to the stability of the system in daily operations. The second factor Flexibility describes how 
the software can be adjusted to changing user needs; whereas the last factor Accessibility represents the 
usability of the software as well as the simplicity of data import and export. Compared to the underlying 
models, the factors Timeliness and Integration are not considered because both aspects are highly depend-
ent on the installed IT infrastructure and can hardly or not at all be influenced by the performance of the 
outsourcing provider. 
The second dimension Service Quality is based on Parasuraman et al. (1988) and Xu et al. (2013). Com-
pared to the original models the Assurance factor is separated into two sub-factors. This separation results 
from the aim to avoid a conceptual overlap between the different dimensions, which is the case for assur-
ance (overlaps between Service Quality and Company Quality). The first sub-factor (degree of which the 
service provider’s employees built confidence and trust) is integrated in the factor Empathy. The second 
factor (employee’s knowledge) was the archetype for the integration of the factor Resources within the di-
mension Company Quality which covers the evaluation of the service provider’s human resources e.g. con-
cerning qualification level, language skills and cultural empathy. 
Overall the dimension Service Quality consists of four different factors. The first factor is Tangibles and 
evaluates the used equipment or infrastructure in place and the documentation provided. The second fac-
tor, Responsiveness, considers the service provider’s response time to challenges, problems and change 
requests as well as the willingness of the service provider to react proactively to changing situations. Em-
pathy is the third factor and rates the degree of individualized mentoring, the granted access towards the 
top management of the service provider (if requested by the customer) and the customer’s confidence built 
up during the project. The fourth and last factor of the dimension is Reliability. Within this factor the ser-
vice provider will be judged whether the service is performed in time, in budget and functionality. 
The last dimension, which is not directly derived from previous concepts, is Company Quality and in-
cludes four factors. These factors are necessary in order to align all previous introduced factors with the 
(Parasuraman   et 
al. 1988; Kettinger 
and Lee 1994; 
Brenner et al. 
2004) 
(Wixom and 
Todd 2005) 
(Xu et al. 2013) Our model 
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specific contextual environment. It results from the fact that the complexity of the developed software can 
vary significantly and from the objective to develop a rating system for all kinds of software development 
projects independent from the specific level of complexity. The factor Price/Performance enables the con-
sideration of the prices in relation to the performance of the resulting software product and is motivated by 
the fact that the service and the software quality are highly dependent on the price and/or the needed time. 
Today many service providers differentiate themselves through the prices offered, which often has an influ-
ence on the quality of the software delivered. At the same time, the quality level may be significantly in-
creased if the price is adjusted accordingly. The factor Resources considers the evaluation of the service 
providers’ employees, including the qualification level, the language skills, the cultural empathy as well as 
the attrition rate of the service provider. The integration of language skills, cultural empathy and the attri-
tion rate enables the conformation of the model to the outsourcing area (e.g. increasing importance by off-
shore or nearshore outsourcing). As mentioned before, this factor is highly influenced by the assurance 
factor (see Parasurman et al. 1988 and Xu et al. 2013). The factor Recommendation is equal to the degree 
of satisfaction from earlier customers or from already finished projects. At the same time, as the experience 
level of the organization is decreasing, the importance of this factor is increasing. The last factor Innovation 
evaluates the innovation level and therefore the complexity of the software to be developed. A low level of 
complexity indicates a low level of difficulty to reach high quality results. But, if the complexity is increasing, 
the difficulty is increasing too. It is therefore necessary to control the evaluation result by a factor which 
takes the complexity level into account. 
In the following, we do briefly explain why we did only draw on five, but not on all concepts retrieved from 
the literature. The INDSERV model (Gounaris 2005) was dominated by SERVQUAL since it provides less 
differentiation between the quality dimensions and because we do not need to focus on “potential quality” 
in an ex-post evaluation of a provider’s service. DeLone and McLean’s IS Success Model provides rich per-
spectives on the quality of an IT system including its value contribution (information quality, individual 
impact, organizational impact). For evaluating whether an outsourcing provider has done a good job in 
developing a software product this might be too far-ranging since such aspects will also be influenced by 
the client’s behavior, starting with a proper requirements analysis etc. By contrast, the dimension relevant 
for our model, which is “system quality”, is less precisely specified as in the USTA or 3Q Model. The model 
of Kreke et al. (1995) was disregarded because it is rather unknown in the literature and because it shows 
high overlap with SERVQUAL, USTA, and 3Q. The UIS was neglected because the structures of the USTA 
and 3Q concepts promised to result in a better level of structural clarity. Finally, the IMP model by Woo 
and Ennew (2005) was not considered because it had a rather dyadic perspective instead of focusing on 
what is delivered by the provider. Moreover, the aspects are more precisely covered by the other concepts. 
Model Evaluation 
To evaluate the proposed rating model and to determine the relative importance of the derived dimensions 
and factors, we used a survey tool and collected data from a variety of outsourcing experts. The main goal 
was to get an empirical reflection about the importance of each single dimension for evaluating the overall 
quality of a software development outsourcing arrangement and to derive respective weight factors which 
reflect these relative importance perceptions.  
Using a list of outsourcing experts maintained by a consulting firm, we selected 70 experts based on suffi-
cient experience with IT in general and with outsourcing, and based on his or her holding a position to 
decide about the execution of outsourcing projects. Thus, it could be ensured that the experts were able to 
judge about the relative importance of certain factors compared to the others. The participants received the 
survey via email and at the end 44 participants in senior roles and mainly from customer organizations 
from nine different business sectors completed the survey. They belong mainly to the ICT industry (43%) 
and to the service sector (16%). The remaining participants stem from firms in other sectors such as energy, 
manufacturing, construction, retail and wholesale, public administration etc.  
The model developed to evaluate the quality of an outsourcing service consists of three dimensions which 
each are formed by three to four factors (cf. Figure 1 above). Accordingly, it requires a two-step weighting 
approach to aggregate the single evaluations to a single rating score for outsourcing quality. The first step 
determines the weighting of the factors whereas the second step concentrates on the three dimensions in-
cluded.  
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Every item of the survey addresses the importance of one factor and was measured on a 5-step Likert scale 
(from very important to unimportant). We attached the survey in the appendix. To make the scales compa-
rable, the answers were transformed to 5 for “very important”, 2.5 for “important”, 0 for “neutral”, -2.5 for 
“rather unimportant”, and -5 for “unimportant”.  
The first step was to multiply every answer with the associated amount of points. Afterwards the sum of 
each factor was calculated with the help of following formula: 
𝑟𝑖 = (𝑎1 ∗ 5) + (𝑎2 ∗ 2.5) + (𝑎3 ∗ 0) − (𝑎4 ∗ 2.5) − (𝑎5 ∗ 5) 
The values a1 to a5 represent the specific amount of answers of each factor whereas ri stands for the calcu-
lated sum of the specific factor. Step two included the calculation of the dimension results. Therefore all 
temporary factor results are consolidated and summed up in order to create a basement which is necessary 
for step three. The following formula is used for this calculation and R stands for the result of the specific 
dimension. 
𝑅 = 𝑟1 +⋯+ 𝑟𝑚 
Next, the weighting factor Wf can be derived simply by dividing the respective factor result (ri) through R:  
𝑊𝑓 = 𝑟𝑖 𝑅⁄  
The results of the survey and the derived weights for each factor and dimension are presented in the follow-
ing Tables 3-5 and Figure 2. Each table presents the results for the factors of a particular dimension. In 
contrast to the other factors, Resources has been surveyed by two items capturing properties of the vendor’s 
staff such as qualification language skills, cultural empathy, and attrition rate). For deriving the factor 
weightings, the average values were taken into account.     
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Reliability – # of answers 24 13 4 1 2 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 120 32.5 0 -2.5 -10 140 
Flexibility – # of answers 23 16 3 2 0 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 115 40 0 -5 0 150 
Accessibility – # of answers 22 18 2 2 0 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 110 45 0 -5 0 150 
Table 3. Assessment of the survey results - Software Quality 
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Tangibles – # of answers 13 18 12 1 0 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 65 45 0 -2.5 0 107.5 
Responsiveness – # of answers 25 15 3 0 1 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 125 37.5 0 0 -5 157.5 
Empathy – # of answers 18 11 12 1 2 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 90 27.5 0 -2.5 -10 105 
Reliability – # of answers 31 8 3 1 1 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 155 20 0 -2.5 -5 167.5 
Table 4. Assessment of the survey results - Service Quality 
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Sum 
Price/Performance – # of answers 17 15 8 3 1 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 85 37.5 0 -7.5 -5 110 
Recommendation – # of answers 6 19 15 2 1 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 30 47.5 0 -5 -5 67.5 
Resources 1 – # of answers 12 20 7 2 3 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 60 50 0 -5 -15 90 
Resources 2 – # of answers 10 13 15 3 3 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 50 32.5 0 -7.5 -15 60 
Innovation – # of answers 12 20 9 1 2 44 
Points 5 2.5 0 -2.5 -5  
Result 60 50 0 -2.5 -10 97.5 
Table 5. Assessment of the survey results - Company Quality 
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Figure 2. Weighting Results (Wf = ri / R)  
While the three factors of Software Quality were allocated almost the same weighting, the other dimensions 
are faced by much higher differences. Within Service Quality, the most important factor is Reliability with 
a weighting of 31.16%, while the least important is Empathy with 19.53%. Similar differences occur within 
the Company Quality dimension with Price/Performance and Innovation being the most important factors.  
Almost all answers allow the interpretation that the Company Quality dimension is less important than any 
of the others. This is also visible if the dimension results (𝑅) are compared with each other. Therefore an-
other calculation has to be introduced in order to consider the overall differences within the importance of 
the used dimensions. For this reason the result of the same survey has been analyzed again. In step one 
every dimension result is calculated (see step one and two of the factor weighting) and divided by the num-
bers of included factors. In following Formula 𝑅 stands for the specific dimension result (see step two), 𝑚 
represents the number of included factors and 𝑑(𝑎) is the average amount of answer points reached by each 
dimension. 
𝑑(𝑎) = 𝑅 𝑚⁄  
Afterwards all results from 𝑑(𝑎) are summed up in order to create a basis for step three.  
𝐷 =∑𝑑1 +⋯+ 𝑑(𝑎) 
The last step which already includes the final weighting of the dimensions divides every dimension specific 
value 𝑑(𝑎) through the overall sum 𝐷. The results, displayed in the lower right diagram of Figure 2, show 
that for the survey participants it is most important that the quality of the developed software is satisfying 
their requirements. Software Quality therefore reaches the highest weighting with 40.1%. However, almost 
as similar important is the Service Quality dimension, which reaches a value of 36.7%. It is clearly visible 
that Company Quality is by far less important than the other two (23.2%).  
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Conclusion 
In this study we developed a holistic rating model that covers the major aspects for the assessment of a 
service provider in the field of software development outsourcing. After the identification of different eval-
uation concepts from the literature, three of them were selected and served as foundation for the developed 
model. Compared to previously developed concepts, our main objective was to develop a model which can 
be easily applied in practice, e.g. in an online outsourcing marketplace in which particularly smaller firms 
search for providers and need evaluation based recommendations from previous clients to make their way 
along the selection process through the hundreds of potential outsourcing firms. Therefore the theoretical 
concepts of previous models have been extended by factors such as the price/performance ratio or the 
complexity of the developed software (see the factor Innovation). Both factors allow the classification of the 
results from the dimensions service and software quality. To evaluate our model we applied a weighted 
measurement approach (survey). The weightings represent the importance of each factor and each dimen-
sion. One potential use case for the developed model is the integration into a neutral platform where the 
performance of service providers is judged. Applying the model would allow to build a rating scale and to 
interpret the given results neutrally. All in all, a model has been developed which does not need further 
adaptations if transferring it into praxis. 
However there are some limitations that need to be considered. First, since the literature search has only 
been based on a keyword search it cannot be guaranteed that all useful published evaluation concepts have 
been identified. Also, the applied survey is characterized by some limitations. Because of the limited amount 
of answers (44) and the geographical concentration of the answers (mostly Germany and Switzerland) the 
weighting results can only be carefully generalized and need to be further evaluated in other regional con-
texts. The results might differ if experts from other regions, for example, from developing countries are 
included. Moreover, the developed model could be reviewed with chosen organizations. This would enable 
to include direct feedback from potential users into the review process. Furthermore it could be helpful to 
compare the results of evaluated software developments with the self-assessment of selected partners. In 
our future research, we will proceed along these paths and will, after further reviews with selected partners, 
integrate the developed rating system into an existing global outsourcing marketplace for software projects, 
which shall serve to validate the results and their value in a field test. 
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Appendix 
D
im
e
n
s
io
n
 
Factor Question:  
S
o
ft
w
a
re
 
Q
u
a
li
ty
 
Reliability How important is it that the software developed is free of bugs? 
Flexibility How important is it that the developed software could be easily cus-
tomized in case of any changing user needs? 
Accessibility How important is the usability of the software developed and the sim-
plicity of data import and export? 
S
er
v
ic
e 
Q
u
a
li
ty
 
Tangibles How important is for you a good documentation during the develop-
ment process and the use of modern equipment? 
Responsiveness How important is the willingness of the service provider to react in 
time or proactive to changes and problems which might occur during 
the software development process? 
Empathy How important is the ability of the service provider to build trust, to 
offer an individual service, and to grant, if necessary, direct access to 
the management? 
Reliability How important is it that the service is performed in time, in budget 
and that the development provides the agreed functionality? 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 Q
u
a
li
ty
 
Price/Performance How important is an optimal price/performance ratio? 
Recommendation How important is it that the service provider is characterized through 
a positive recommendation rate? 
Resources I How important is it that the service provider’s employees with which 
you are in contact with are well qualified, own good verbal skills and 
cultural sensibility? 
Resources II How important is it that the service provider’s attrition rate is low? 
Innovation How important is it that the service provider already has demon-
strated to be innovative and to be able to manage the complexity level 
of the software developed? 
Table 6. Survey Items (originally in German) 
 
